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In its earliest manifestation the Aramaic language has preserved for us a number of significant items which bear upon the study of both the OT and the The Sefire treaties also bear on NT study in that they preserve the earliest attestation of br 'ns, lit., "son of man," used indeed not in the later titular sense, but in the generic sense, "human being" (Sf III 16).22 The occurrence of this phrase in an eighth-century non-poetic text from northern Syria is joined by a series of further instances in extrabiblical texts of the Middle Phase of Aramaic,23 which reveal that the phrase was neither "rare in Aramaic"24 nor of Galilean coinage, as has been recently claimed by G. Vermes.25
Another important text from the phase of Old Aramaic is the inscription written ca. 700 B.C. in black and red ink on the plaster wall of a room of an eighth-century building at Tell Deir 'Alla. Aside from the interesting forms of Old Aramaic that it preserves, it provides extrabiblical background for the oracles of Balaam in Num 22:5-24:25, and for other OT passages in which he is mentioned.26 Unfortunately, the inscription is preserved only in a very fragmentary condition; not one line of it is intact, and one cannot be certain about the width of any of the lines-many of them are "poly-interpretable," to use a term of the editor. In Josh 13:22 Balaam is called haqqosem, "the diviner," but in this inscription his title is h.azeh 'ilahin, "seer of (the) gods" (1:1 Other items of interest to OT scholars could be mentioned from this period of Official Aramaic, but there is one item which has gone practically unnoticed and has to be noted because of its pertinence to NT study. In the usual discussions about the change of Simon's name to Kephas or Petros it is usually said that Aramaic kephai is never found as a proper name in pre-New Testament times. Years ago, T. Zahn implied that the word was so used but did not document it.34 0. Cullmann, who remarked on Zahn's lack of documentation, stressed that kephad "is not, The later targums have all translated Hebr. kapporet with some cognate form, kapuirta' or the like.60 The debate over the centuries about the basic meaning of the root kpr is well known. But one has only to compare the entry in KB6' with that in HALAT62 to see how the debate has shifted ground. Whereas the former mentioned that the Grundbedeutung for Hebr. kpr was "to cover," the latter gives rather "iberstreichen, abwischen, suhnen." The reasons for this shift in emphasis need not detain us now, being due to evidence in cognate Semitic languages; but just about the time that this shift was taking place, the evidence of the Targum of Leviticus revealed that at least some pre-Christian Palestinian Jews had understood the kapporet of Lev 16:14 to mean "covering" (kesaya'). This meaning is found in the first instance of the translation of kapporet in the LXX: hilasterion epithema, "an expiating cover" (Exod 25:17).63 As I have pointed out elsewhere, the significance of this discovery lies not so much in the light that it sheds on any NT passage, since "covering" is scarcely going to be the meaning of hilasterion that one will prefer in Rom 3:25 (where "a means of expiation" is more suited), but on the historic theological debates about the redemption or the so-called atonement. It reveals that originally kapporet never had the sense of a "means of propitiation," i.e., appeasement of an angry God, a meaning that is related to the Latin Vulgate's propitiatorium64 and sometimes used in the Moreover, in none of the phases of the Aramaic language has one been able to show that bar 'enaiswas ever used in a titular sense, for some "apocalyptic" Son of Man. The evidence that we have at present from the abundance of Aramaic material that has come to light in the last twenty-five years supports the contention of R. Leivestad that the apocalyptic Son of Man must exit from the stage of NT study.84 The last two points that I have made have been negative, but they too are part of the evidence that the Aramaic materials that I have been trying to survey brings to our attention. The bearing of these Aramaic materials on the study of the NT is diverse, and it is not easy to assess them. Some of them have meant the shattering of certain idols of the past, but that is always the price of progress in any discipline.
II. Official or
I am, finally, not unaware of a certain danger in all such study. There is always the temptation to read this material with a euphoria that borders on pan-Aramaism. But, as I have tried to emphasize elsewhere, the study of the Aramaic substratum of the NT must also keep an eye on the progress of the study of the Hellenistic background of the NT and must, above all, resist the tendency to think that simply because some idea or saying is shown to have a genuine Aramaic substratum, it can confidently be attributed to the historical Jesus.85 Due respect has always to be paid to the source criticism of the NT Gospels and Acts, their form criticism, and their redaction and/or composition criticism. 
